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Abstract: Inclusion has been heavily researched, exploring aspects from the benefits to the 
possible negative outcomes. Two constructs that have been found to be related to successful 
inclusion are positive attitudes and high self-efficacy. Research has shown that inservice teachers 
who possess these characteristics are successful with inclusion. The purpose of this research is to 
provide a professional development training focused on successful inclusion practices to 
preservice teachers enrolled in an early childhood education undergraduate program at a 
Midwest university in the United States, as well as explore changes in self-efficacy and attitudes 
and differences among cohorts of participants. Results indicated that both self-efficacy and 
attitudes toward inclusion significantly improved from before to after the workshop, suggesting 
that professional development positively impacted these constructs. The differences among the 
cohorts approached significance for self-efficacy in the pre-assessment; however, there were no 
other significant differences among cohorts of preservice teachers on self-efficacy or attitudes. 
The similarities found in the participants’ levels of self-efficacy and positive attitudes toward 
inclusion across the span of the program suggest consistency in the program’s philosophy and 
influence on preservice teacher attitudes and self-efficacy. The positive changes in preservice 
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The Difference between IEPs and 504 Plans website provides a comparison of the 
Section 504 guidelines and Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEIA), explaining the responsibilities the public 
school system must uphold for students with disabilities (Lee, 2014). Specifically, the IDEIA 
requires schools to provide free and appropriate public education (FAPE) for all students with 
disabilities (Lee, 2014). The IDEIA defines 13 different disabilities that qualify students for 
special education and related services. These categories are as follows: intellectual disability, 
deafness, deaf-blindness, hearing impairments, autism, serious emotional disturbance, multiple 
disabilities, specific learning disabilities, orthopedic impairments, speech or language 
impairments, other health impairments, traumatic brain injury, and visual impairments (National 
Dissemination Center for Children with Disabilities, 2012).  
After reviewing the various disabilities that qualify under IDEIA, it becomes clear that 
students who will benefit from inclusion should be provided with the opportunity to be a part of 
the general education classroom. Inclusion becomes the logical avenue for educating children 
with disabilities. Inclusion requires that all students of varying abilities be included in the 
classroom community and receive the individualized education needed for their success in life 
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and in the least restrictive environment. According to the National Center for Educational 
Statistics, approximately 95% of students with disabilities (as defined by the IDEIA) are served 
in an inclusive classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2013). Of those 95%, approximately 
40% spend 80% or more of their time in a general education classroom. There are three different 
types of educational classrooms in the public school systems: 1) general education classrooms, 
the primary classroom in which most student receive their education; 2) a special education 
classroom, often referred to as a self-contained classroom, which requires a special education 
certified teacher along with paraprofessionals/teacher’s aids as needed to meet the students’ 
needs; and 3) the resource room, where students receive specialized instruction for specific skills 
(mathematics, reading, speech, etc.). Particularly in the resource classroom, a teacher with a 
specific certification will work with the child for a limited time before the child returns to the 
general education classroom. In this study, a resource room will refer to a special education 
resource room, and inclusion will be defined as the practice of including students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom, where the majority of their peers are being 
educated (Vaughn & Schumm, 1995). The definition of inclusion and all of its components will 
be further discussed in the next section of this paper.  
Even though inclusion is rooted in positive intentions, occasionally its execution falls 
short and leaves the practice ineffective. This ineffectiveness is primarily due to poor placement, 
teacher attitudes, and limited student participation in the classroom (Fisher, Roach & Frey, 
2002). For further clarification, an example of poor placement would be a student with ADHD 
being placed in a self-contained classroom for the majority of the day. In this example, a student 
with ADHD would most likely benefit from being close to peers but may require a teacher’s aide 




Attending to preservice and inservice teachers’ need for knowledge and skills to effectively 
implement inclusion is essential.  
Research has shown that a teacher’s attitude towards teaching children with disabilities is 
greatly influenced by their experiences with inclusive classrooms. As found by Leatherman and 
Niemeyer (2007), a preservice teacher who had positive experiences in undergraduate 
coursework felt confident about implementing inclusion during student teaching. Furthermore, 
Newman-Thomas (2014) reviewed the importance of a preservice teacher’s self-efficacy and the 
effects it can have on inclusion. If the teacher has low self-efficacy, or does not believe in the 
practice, the teacher will not implement inclusion at a benefit to the children involved. Providing 
future educators with positive experiences, promoting self-efficacy, and providing information 
on how to implement effective inclusion will be a benefit to themselves and their future students. 
With the expectations of meeting each individual child’s needs in the classroom, preservice 
teachers require further instruction on effectively implementing such practices with children with 
disabilities. First and foremost, the definition of including students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom must be clarified. 
Definition of Inclusion  
Inclusion is when students of varying abilities are placed into a general education classroom, 
and their academic and social means are met through appropriate instructional practices (Vaughn 
& Schumm, 1995). Please note, inclusion is not meant for every child with a disability; however, 
in this research it is assumed that students included in the general education classroom are placed 
there because it has the potential to be a benefit to their well-being. It must also be noted that 
placement does not necessarily define practice. Hence, it is important to discuss what constitutes 




classrooms, and occasionally students without disabilities also suffer (Obiakor et al, 2012). 
However, these results have not controlled for effective inclusive practices and therefore could 
be the outcome of ineffective teaching strategies (Baker & Zigmond, 1995; Obiakor et al, 2012). 
In order to produce desirable outcomes for all students in an inclusive classroom, teachers must 
diversify their instruction and goals for each individual child’s needs. Inclusion is not limited to 
the general education classroom; students with disabilities are on an Individualized Education 
Program (IEP), which requires a multidisciplinary team that meets yearly to discuss the child’s 
potential. With this multidisciplinary team, the general education teacher has a multitude of 
resources to help reach that child’s individual needs (Baker & Zigmond, 1995; Obiakor et al, 
2012). Additionally, responsible inclusion is when teaching practices reflect each individual 
student’s needs (students with and without disabilities), and services are provided that allow this 
student-centered model to be carried out within a single classroom (Vaughn & Schumm, 1995). 
This too can be accomplished by utilizing the resources provided to the teacher to enhance self-
efficacy in his/her ability to teach children with disabilities.  
In addition to understanding inclusion, the “opposite” practice must also be defined; 
segregated classrooms. This is when students are pulled out of their general education 
classrooms into a special education classroom or resource room, to practice specific skills they 
are lacking (Fisher, Roach, & Frey, 2002). Although there have been negative and positive 
outcomes for this practice, the research would suggest that these inconclusive results indicate 
that each student should be placed in a classroom that best suits their particular circumstances 
and abilities (Zigmond, 2003). 
As discovered by Muccio, Kidd, White, and Burns (2014), there are six primary components 




environment, professional development (PD), teacher skills, and inclusive classroom quality. 
With all of these factors combined, inclusion has the potential to foster optimal outcomes. The 
purpose of this research is to utilize PD to help improve these other factors by promoting positive 
attitudes and high self-efficacy in preservice teachers. 
Purpose of the Thesis 
Today’s graduating teachers are expected to implement differentiated teaching practices 
in order to meet each child’s individual needs. This concept is generally taught to preservice 
teachers in their undergraduate teacher preparation program. Several studies have found that 
teachers do not feel equipped to educate students with disabilities in their classrooms. This 
suggests there is not enough focus on inclusion in their undergraduate studies (Allday, Neilsen-
Gatti, & Hudson, 2013; Dunst & Bruder, 2014; Gehrke & Cocchiarella, 2013; Jordan, Schwartz, 
& McGhie-Richmond, 2009; Logan & Wimer, 2013). Even though inclusion may be observed at 
their practicum sites, and has been an important resource to their teacher education, they are 
often not taught how to execute effective inclusion within their coursework. The university 
where this study was carried out uses a cohort model that consists of four blocks; Block 1 
represents the first semester in the teacher education program, while Block 4 is the final 
semester, culminating with the intern teaching experience. Upon graduation, students have 
accumulated over 1200 hours of field experience in early childhood classrooms. 
The current project seeks to contribute to this gap in preservice teacher preparation for 
inclusive classrooms in two ways. First, a professional development workshop was developed 
and offered to each cohort with the goal of encouraging positive inclusion experiences, 




results determined the impact of the professional development on the preservice teachers’ 








 Inclusion has deep roots with theoretical underpinnings. The bonds developed between 
teacher and student are vital to the success of inclusion. Therefore, attachment theory is an 
important theory to consider when discussing inclusion. Along with attachment theory, social 
cognitive theory’s primary construct, self-efficacy, must be explored. Without self-efficacy, a 
teacher’s implementation of inclusion may be rendered ineffective. Without an effective 
application of inclusion, the desired positive outcomes for students with disabilities and their 
peers without disabilities will not come to fruition. Beginning with attachment theory, this 
review will explore the benefits of both theories in support of effective inclusion. 
Attachment Theory 
Attachment theory is useful in understanding teacher-student bonds because it provides 
information on how those bonds affect student performance. Ainsworth (1989) defines an 
affectional bond as one that is long lasting, and cannot be interchanged with another bond. 
Likewise, attachment is conceptualized as an affectional bond with an attachment figure that 
cannot be replaced by another attachment figure and there are emotions stirred if the bond is 
disrupted. Such emotional responses include: functionality when there is sufficient proximity to 
the dyad, distress at separation, happiness upon return, and sadness if there is a loss. Evidence of 
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an attachment bond can be seen upon separation and return (e.g., distress at separation, and 
happiness upon return, and/or sadness if there is a loss of proximity). When there is a secure 
bond, one member of the dyad can function appropriately within close proximity of the other 
with confidence. Typically, this theory is applied to parent-child bonds; however, this concept 
can be applied to teacher-child relationships as well. Even though the bond between teacher and 
child is not as long-lasting or durable as the parent-child bond, research has found that this bond 
also exhibits separation-reunion behaviors similar to those found in parent-child bonds (Koomen 
& Verschueren, 2012). In this light, a teacher can be seen as an ad hoc attachment figure, as the 
teacher helps regulate the child’s emotions, behaviors, and provides caregiving support. These 
important concepts lay a foundation for a potential attachment bond, especially for younger 
children whose bonds with their parents may be disruptive or insecure (Ahnert, Pinquart, & 
Lamb, 2006; Koomen & Verschueren, 2012).  
After discussing the application of attachment theory to teacher-child bonds, it is important 
to discuss the breadth of this bond for the child. Sabol and Pianta (2012) found that if a teacher is 
sensitive to the child’s needs, the internal notions of relationship bonding created by the parents 
may be altered. To reiterate the importance of the teacher-child bond, research has shown that 
this bond can be predictive of a child’s academic performance, psychological functioning, 
motivation, and engagement in school (Sabol & Pianta, 2012). Children develop attachment 
figures in teachers, distinct from the parents as attachment figures, at an early age. This 
separation allows for the relative prediction of possible academic outcomes based on attachment 
bonds. These secure relationships are reflected in the child’s lower externalizing behaviors and 
better social skills, particularly when the bond is positive and the teacher is sensitive to the 




child can reverse negative outcomes for the child, it can also make outcomes worse. In order to 
prevent such results, the teacher must understand the child’s social-emotional cues, respond to 
their needs appropriately, and offer supports (Sabol & Pianta, 2012). 
There are some teacher characteristics that can affect teacher-child relationships. The 
attachment a teacher had with their own parents may affect how they form such bonds with 
students. Most importantly, the ethnic differences between teacher and child must be noted. 
Children share a similar ethnic background with their parents, but may not with their school 
teacher. This difference could potentially cause biases from the teacher and affect the 
expectations the teacher has of the student (Kesner, 2000). According to the United States 
Department of Education, 48.3% of students enrolled in the 2010-2011 academic year were non-
white; of those 49.17% are Hispanic. By contrast, upwards of 87% of teachers are white, 
according to Boser (2014). This ethnic gap could potential cause conflict within teacher-child 
relationships, unless the teacher recognizes their own biases and prevents them from interfering 
with future interactions with those children (Kesner, 2000). 
Preschool and elementary educational researchers have analyzed teacher-child relationships 
using terms such as closeness, dependency, and conflict (Koomen & Verschueren, 2012). The 
interrelated behaviors that are assessed utilizing these terms evaluate a teacher-child relationship 
and its consequences. Building a bond with students that reflects open communication, warm 
affections, and harmony prevents potential conflicts between the child and the teacher. How the 
teacher views the relationship with the child is equally as important. If the teacher sees the 
relationship negatively, this will be reflected in their behaviors towards the child (Koomen & 
Verschueren, 2012). Moreover, children who experience high conflict in relationships with their 




child may act out or respond with aggressive behavior if there is conflict. However, if the teacher 
responds to the child appropriately, these behaviors can be decreased and eventually reversed 
(O'Connor, Collins, & Supplee, 2012). This research provides support for the notion that healthy 
relationships between the teacher and child promote cooperation. When the teacher’s attitude is 
positive toward the child, the teacher may be more willing to go the extra mile and ensure the 
child’s success in the classroom. 
Robertson, Chamberlain, and Kasari (2003) explored differences in teacher-child 
relationships with the presence of maladaptive behaviors. They found that teacher-child 
relationships reflected the behaviors of the students. In other words, if the child has difficult 
maladaptive behaviors, the relationship will reflect this complication. Findings also showed that 
the relationship with the teacher was reflected in the student’s acceptance by peers.  These are all 
contributing factors to a child’s success in the classroom, which signifies the importance of 
developing a positive, secure attachment between student and teacher.  
Social Cognitive Theory 
Social cognitive theory by Bandura (1991) is rooted in self-motivational practices that allow 
a person to reflect and redirect their actions from outside influences. This ability to recognize 
motivators and self-direct is called self-regulation. Self-observation gives the individual an 
opportunity to understand their own actions and the consequences that follow, process these 
reactions, and then self-diagnose. Self-diagnosis becomes apparent once patterns in behavior are 
found, which then allows for self-correction, or regulation. Most importantly, appropriate self-
monitoring behavior gives an individual the skills required to set reasonable goals for oneself and 
then contemplate how to achieve them. These skills are of practical use to preservice teachers 




theoretically handle particular situations. Moreover, self-efficacy is a person’s understanding of 
their own abilities to execute within a particular situation such as teaching and guiding a child 
with difficult emotional behavior (Bandura, 1993). Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000) found that 
self-efficacy determines how a teacher will react to situations in the classroom that may not be 
ideal and/or require skills outside their capabilities. For example, if a teacher has low self-
efficacy in her abilities to teach in an inclusive classroom, she may be provided with resources 
that could help her yet she will not utilize them effectively. Promoting a healthy self-efficacy can 
turn these situations into positive outcomes, whereas low self-efficacy can leads to negative 
outcomes. Such negative outcomes include a lack of coping skills, minimal determination, and 
indecisiveness (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). However, high self-efficacy leads to persistence, 
vigorous effort, and determination. These skills are highly effective in teaching young children, 
particular young children with disabilities in an inclusive setting. Research has shown that 
knowing one’s own strengths and weaknesses can be beneficial in promoting high self-efficacy 
and ultimately giving the confidence required to complete a challenging task (Bandura, 1980).  
Bandura (1977) found that not only is self-efficacy required for difficult tasks, it must also 
be practiced. Performance accomplishments allow the teacher to find him/herself in a difficult 
situation with proper supports that can be a guide. Once this skill has been practiced and 
mastered, the teacher will feel more confident in any similar situation. Bandura also found that 
this high self-efficacy can be transferred to other challenging situations, and can be handled with 
confidence. Along with personal experiences, verbal persuasion is another tool used to promote 
self-efficacy. When encouraged and trained properly, a teacher can successfully educate young 
children, including those with disabilities. However, this alone will not suffice, as teachers 




persuasion as a feedback tool is an effective way to give preservice teachers the skills required to 
be confident in their ability to teach an inclusive classroom (Lancaster & Bain, 2010).  
 In summary, a teacher’s self-efficacy can be shaped by his/her preservice education, 
along with a secure bond between teacher and student. These skills can be transferred to an 
inclusive classroom setting. In order to fully understand the nature of an inclusive classroom, an 
analysis of inclusion must be explored. Understanding inclusion is the first step in promoting 
positive relationships between students with disabilities and their general education teachers, and 
in turn positive outcomes for the inclusive classroom. As with all methods of teaching, there is 

















REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Policy and Its Effects on Inclusion 
As previously discussed in the overview of this thesis, in order to be compliant with the 
IDEIA, schools must provide free, appropriate public education (FAPE). In accordance with this 
policy, schools allow children with disabilities to partake in regular classrooms with their peers 
without disabilities whenever appropriate. This inclusion of children with disabilities in a general 
education classroom is made possible in part by the IEP. Briefly mentioned previously, the IEP 
allows a multidisciplinary team to evaluate the child’s strengths and weaknesses in order to 
design a program to meet the child’s unique needs (Gartin & Murdick, 2005). 
These requirements obligate general education teachers to become aware of inclusion and 
the proper practices necessary to produce better outcomes for all of the students for whom the 
teacher is responsible. IDEIA terms such as cooperation, coordination, and collaboration are 
used to discuss the creation of the IEP and its multidisciplinary team (Welch, 1998). This team 
consists of all those responsible for supporting the child educationally and can include (but is not 
limited to) the parent(s), general education teacher, special education teacher, a representative of 
the local education agency, an individual who can interpret the instructional implications of 
evaluation results (only in eligibility and three year re-evaluation meetings), other allied health 
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professionals, and the child whenever appropriate (Gartin & Murdick, 2005). This 
multidisciplinary team is meant to bring forth different perspectives of the child’s developmental 
needs in multiple domains (cognitive, physical, social, and emotional) in order to implement the 
most beneficial educational practice possible. However, as discovered by Welch (1998) there are 
paradigms that exist, which result in a team to minimalize these effects. For example, the 
assessments required for special education services may contain biases towards specific races or 
ethnicities; however, if the general education teacher provides observational notes that off-set 
these assessment results, then an over-referral can be avoided. Collaboration is key in 
understanding the child’s needs in order for the IEP team to be successful. 
With students with disabilities being a part of standardized reform, much pressure has been 
placed on administration and educators to ensure their academic success. The requirements of 
meeting the state standards as well as the IEP goals can leave educators of students with 
disabilities feeling overwhelmed or inadequate. However, with resources such as those found in 
an IEP meeting, a collaboration of child experts can formulate ways to include the child in 
meaningful ways (Roach, Salisbury, & McGregor, 2002). The purpose of policy is to increase 
the quality of educational practices and to promote an effective implementation of inclusion. 
Next is an in-depth look at the current research that reviews qualities of effective inclusion and 
academic outcomes of such practices. 
Inclusive Classrooms: Effectiveness and Academic Outcomes 
The ultimate goal of inclusion is to reach each child and help foster their social-emotional 
and educational success. There is extensive research that demonstrates the success of inclusion 
for students with disabilities; however, there is merited concern for those without disabilities. 




positive views of those with disabilities in their inclusive classroom (Litvack, Ritchie, & Shore, 
2011). Not only did they have positive views, but 10 out of 60 upper-elementary age students 
(mean age of 11.39 years) interviewed were unaware of having a classmate with disabilities. It is 
important to note that this lack of awareness could cause the students to perceive these children 
as incompetent instead of being empathetic towards their abilities (Litvack et al., 2011). In this 
study, they found four types of relationships between students with disabilities and those 
without: no relationship, casual friends/acquaintance, academic helper, or friends who spent 
consistently regular time together. Half of the participants were either casual friends or friends 
who spent consistent time together. One third of the class claimed to have no relationship with 
the student with disabilities (Litvack et al., 2011). This observation could be due to unsuccessful 
inclusion; if responsible inclusion was taking place, it would be expected that the students would 
at least have some form of relationship. Effective inclusion allows students the opportunity to 
provide a sense of community for each other, and gain an understanding of the diversity of the 
human race (Hunt & Goetz, 1997; Vaughn, Elbaum, Schumm, & Hughes, 1998).  
In reference to their academic performance, Litvack et al. (2011) found that 79.3% of the 
average-achieving students without disabilities claimed that inclusion did not affect their 
academics. There were differences between high-achieving and average-achieving students; 
however, the majority of both groups did not report an effect. Specifically, 50% of the high-
achieving students reported that they learned less. However, effective inclusion practices were 
not controlled for, so these findings could be the result of unsuccessful inclusion (Litvack et al., 
2011).  
Further, Fisher, Roach, and Frey (2002) found that schools with inclusive classrooms scored 




scored in the 50th percentile. Students with or without disabilities in inclusive classrooms 
performed just as well, if not better, than their control counterparts in a regular classroom. The 
authors also discussed at length the finding that the academic performance of students with or 
without disabilities was not negatively impacted by inclusion. Additionally, in a meta-analysis, it 
was found that inclusion had a small-to-moderate positive effect size on academic outcomes for 
students with disabilities (Baker, Wang, & Walberg, 1995). The positive effect sizes from 
inclusion classrooms suggest that students perform better in an inclusive setting than in a 
segregated setting. Hunt and Goetz (1997) discuss the importance of individualized instruction 
and cooperative learning for young children as a dividing factor in academic success and failure. 
For example, they found that all students in cooperative learning groups, such as those found in 
typical early childhood classrooms today, gained knowledge in the targeted academic skills. This 
includes students with and without disabilities  
It is important that these research findings are brought to the attention of preservice 
educators so as to shed light on the benefits of inclusion and the potential consequences of 
unsuccessful inclusion. However, in order to produce positive outcomes such as the ones 
previously discussed, teachers must believe in the practice of inclusion and maintain a 
constructive attitude towards its practice. There is extensive research that examines the 
importance of attitude and self-efficacy, and how these constructs affect the academic classroom 
today.  
Links among Teacher Self-Efficacy, Attitudes, and Inclusive Classroom Practices 
Attitude and self-efficacy play an important role in a teacher’s ability to implement effective 
inclusion. For example, it has been found that if a teacher has a negative attitude toward 




2003). In conjunction with teacher attitudes, it is equally important to examine self-efficacy. In 
the context of education, self-efficacy is a teacher’s understanding of one’s own abilities to 
execute effective teaching strategies, such as inclusion (Bandura, 1993). High self-efficacy 
comes from proper training and a teacher’s ability to find resources for information; without this, 
a teacher may feel incompetent, which will reflect on his/her ability to teach young children 
(Newman-Thomas, 2014). Beginning with self-efficacy, this section will explore the links among 
self-efficacy, attitudes, and their impact on inclusion. 
Self-efficacy. Researchers have found that teachers with high self-efficacy produce higher 
student achievement than teachers with lower self-efficacy (Ross & Bruce, 2007). Teachers with 
such outcomes demonstrated several contributing factors, including: implementing effective 
classroom management techniques for student autonomy, utilizing different strategies to reach 
each child, tending to the needs of the lower achieving students, modifying their attitudes to 
change student’s perceptions of their abilities, and persistence. These strategies are also the 
primary driving forces for effective inclusion (Ross & Bruce, 2007). In order to fully understand 
the strategies required, teachers must appreciate how their implementation of inclusion affects 
others in their practice. 
Goddard et al. (2000) found that not only does one teacher’s self-efficacy affect the practice 
of teaching, but also the collective group of teachers. This is particularly applicable to inclusion 
because of the multidisciplinary team that surrounds a student with disabilities. The 
individualized education plan (IEP) for a student with disabilities is meant to bring together a 
team of specialists and teachers to help facilitate that child’s growth and development. These 
researchers found that without a high collective self-efficacy, the execution of educational 




inclusion in order for it to produce the desirable outcomes. To facilitate this support for 
inclusion, examining preservice teachers’ views and understandings of inclusion is essential. 
Preservice teachers have been found to view themselves as future teachers capable of 
confronting challenges with knowledge and support from administration. This self-efficacy can 
lead to positive decision making when difficult situations arise in the classroom such as meeting 
each child’s unique needs. Most preservice teachers recognize the importance of inclusion while 
still recognizing its potential challenges. Preservice teachers placed in inclusive classrooms have 
the opportunity to develop a positive view of inclusion while utilizing a strengths-based 
approach to their instruction (Niemeyer & Proctor, 2002). Teachers’ understanding of their 
abilities and the curriculum can be a significant factor in their approach to implementing 
appropriate education. A strengths-based approach allows future teachers to utilize 
individualized instruction to not only expand upon the students’ strengths, but also to meet their 
individual academic needs (Newman-Thomas, 2014; Niemeyer & Proctor, 2002; Taylor & 
Ringlaben, 2012). 
The educational background of teachers has been shown to be a valid predictor of teacher 
self-efficacy. Researchers have found that in-depth theoretical coursework along with hands-on 
experiences and constructive feedback help provide preservice teachers with the confidence and 
competence required to become experts in their field. This self-efficacy produces favorable 
outcomes in student achievement, thus arriving at the notion that preservice education is 
important to teacher self-efficacy and ultimately student achievement (Dunst & Bruder, 2014). 
Consequently, researchers have found that teachers who have had success in teaching 
children with disabilities have greater job satisfaction than those who do not (Brownell & 




self-efficacy for teaching children with disabilities (Brownell & Pajares, 1999). Therefore, it can 
be concluded that high self-efficacy is linked to effective inclusive practices. High self-efficacy 
can be obtained by thorough preservice education and supported by a teacher’s persistence in 
pursuing each child’s educational needs. However, a teacher’s attitude is also a contributing 
factor to inclusion. To begin, the difference between a teacher’s ideal attitude and their execution 
should be understood. 
For example, a teacher may agree with inclusion in an interview, but his/her practice in the 
classroom may reflect otherwise. This discrepancy can lead to a false perception of a preservice 
teacher’s ideals on inclusion and their practice in the classroom once implementation begins. 
This incongruity between the teacher’s mental perception and the reality of a situation is called 
dissonance (Stone & Cooper, 2001). Such inconsistencies can be reflected in teacher behaviors, 
which may contrast with the answers that teachers provide in an interview or questionnaire about 
their understanding of inclusion (Stone & Cooper, 2001; van Overwalle & Jordens, 2002). In 
order to close this gap between perception and reality for preservice teachers, an analysis of 
inservice teacher attitudes of inclusion must be discussed.  
Attitudes of inservice educators. Inservice teachers who view inclusion negatively are less 
likely to utilize effective strategies, therefore rendering the implementation less effective (Logan 
& Wimer, 2013). Research suggests that this is due to the teacher’s unwillingness to try 
something new if they are not confident in their abilities to perform such method of teaching 
(Logan & Wimer, 2013). For example, Bender, Vail, and Scott (1995) found that even though 
teachers were aware of the benefits of certain teaching strategies for students with learning or 
mild disabilities, they still did not use them. The researchers propose this is due to their less-
than-positive attitude toward inclusion.  
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Additionally, Hammond and Ingalls (2003) found that more teachers agree on the problems 
of inclusion than on the benefits. However, the results of the perceived benefits of inclusion are 
unclear. The researchers suggest this could be due to their current teaching situation. For 
example, they may see the idealistic benefits of inclusion, but their current execution has more 
problems than benefits (Hammond & Ingalls, 2003). Further, it has been found that if teachers do 
not see the benefit of inclusion, they will not go the extra mile to see it through to successful 
implementation. In essence, their expectation of the failure of inclusion is supported by their 
inherent actions, similar to a self-fulfilling prophecy. This expectation of the failure of inclusion 
will affect its implementation in the classroom, and continue the potential problems the teacher 
fears (Vanleeuween, Giordano, & D’Alonzo, 1998). It has also been found that without proper 
collaboration between special education services and the general education teacher, the 
implementation of inclusion can be frustrating and ineffective (Hammond & Ingalls, 2003; 
Vanleeuwen et al., 1998). In a brief discussion of current research and personal experience, Helm 
(2006) discusses the notion that good disposition of teachers is vital to their success. The 
magnitude that a teacher cares about children and his/her career drive the teacher to meet the 
needs of each individual child.  
Cook and Cameron (2010) found four primary concerns of elementary educators about 
inclusive classrooms. First, teacher-initiated instruction was positively related to their concern 
ratings, meaning that the students the teachers were most concerned about received greater 
teacher-initiated instruction, which resulted in positive student academic performance. Second, 
negative remarks towards a student’s behavior by the teacher resulted in lower teacher-initiated 
instruction or less instructional guidance from the teacher. Such interactions with students results 




teachers exhibited greater concern for students with varying disabilities than those without 
disabilities. This is a hopeful finding in that teachers who show concern are more likely to put 
forth the effort to provide appropriate services. Fourth, even though teachers show concern for 
students with disabilities, those with behavioral issues are more likely to be rejected by the 
teacher. This is primarily true for students with disabilities such as Attention 
Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), where consistent class disruptions may cause the 
teacher to become frustrated and less likely to individualize instruction. These results are telling 
of the importance of teacher’s views of varying disabilities and how they interact with children 
based on these preconceived notions. 
Ross-Hill (2009) found that inservice teachers also expressed that they felt unequipped to 
teach children with disabilities. Lack of training could be in part why they feel inclusion is not 
successful. Teachers who are adequately trained feel more confident in their abilities to teach 
children with disabilities (Ross-Hill, 2009). Additionally, Copeland, Keefe, Calhoon, and Tanner 
(2011) researched the effects of teacher preparation and literacy; teachers who are taught 
outdated instructional strategies put their students at even greater risk of failing literacy goals 
once they become inservice teachers. As such, the content of preservice teacher preparation 
should be carefully considered. Leatherman and Niemeyer (2005) found in their qualitative study 
that teachers who felt well-equipped for inclusive education were more willing to allow students 
with disabilities to participate in class activities. These teachers also addressed the individual 
needs of the children in their classroom. These tactics are attributed to their experiences with 
inclusive classrooms during their undergraduate studies. 
Attitudes of preservice educators. Burke and Sutherland (2004) found that preservice 




suggest that preservice teachers have more highly-supported classroom experiences than 
inservice teachers due to their novice status, and in turn report feeling more knowledgeable. 
These researchers also found that preservice teachers felt that inclusion had more positive 
benefits than inservice teachers. This also could be attributed to their inexperience and possible 
naiveté of inclusion classrooms. It has also been found that those furthest removed from the 
inclusion classroom have the most positive view of inclusion (Lopes, Monteiro, Sil, Rutherford, 
& Quinn, 2004). 
As the aforementioned research suggests, exposing preservice teachers to appropriate 
inclusion practices can promote positive outcomes for the students. Therefore, preservice 
teachers should be provided with more opportunities to practice their skills in an inclusive 
setting. Proper training and experiences that allow them to acquire such skills and promote 
positive attitudes must be included in their educational background. The development of these 
attitudes is rooted in positive, hands-on experiences in an inclusive classroom along with 
theoretical knowledge of developmentally appropriate practices. 
Professional Development and Its Effects on Attitudes and Self-Efficacy 
Currently, preservice educators perceive a disconnect between their theoretical knowledge 
of inclusion and the “real world” application found in their placements (Gehrke & Cocchiarella, 
2013). This disconnect is most likely due to the lack of sufficient general education training 
about inclusion. Preservice teachers are finding that the legislative intentions of the least 
restricted environment (LRE) is not being carried out by current general educators. These 
students observe teachers taking students with disabilities from the general education classroom 
setting to a more restrictive environment (e.g., resource rooms, self-contained classrooms). These 




apply their theoretical knowledge base to the classroom setting in their placements. They 
struggle to see inclusion taking place in the classroom and how to effectively implement 
inclusive practices (Gehrke & Cocchiarella, 2013). Because preservice teachers typically do not 
feel equipped to implement inclusion, the next logical step would be to improve their confidence 
and provide the resources necessary for them to execute inclusion effectively. 
As previously discussed, the self-efficacy of educators has been shown to impact their 
implementation of inclusion (Ross & Bruce, 2007). Dunst and Bruder (2014) discovered that as 
long as the teacher feels prepared for working with students with disabilities, they will have high 
self-efficacy. These feelings of preparedness typically stem from previous experiences in a 
classroom. They also found that teachers feel prepared regardless of their degree or type of 
education received as long as they have had positive, hands-on experiences with inclusion in 
their education. Similar findings were discovered by Atiles, Jones, and Kim (2012), as the ratio 
of children with disabilities to children without disabilities influenced the preservice teachers’ 
self-efficacy for teaching children with disabilities. This suggests undergraduate students should 
be consciously placed in classrooms with high ratios of children with disabilities to those 
without, as this has the potential to build their confidence in teaching children with disabilities. 
Thus, providing an appropriate educational background and mindful field placements for 
preservice educators can foster their teaching efficacy.  
In addition, those with high self-efficacy go the extra mile to reach each student’s academic 
needs in contrast to those with low self-efficacy who do not. Brownell and Pajares (1999) found 
that self-efficacy can be improved by extensive preservice education rooted in the following 
dimensions: a) behavior and classroom management, b) understanding of students with 




preservice education had a profound effect on teachers’ self-efficacy of inclusion. These 
researchers suggested that more effort be placed in university undergraduate programs to 
incorporate meaningful inclusion curriculum (Allday, Neilsen-Gatti, & Hudson, 2013; Brownell 
& Pajares, 1999; Conderman & Johnston-Rodriguez, 2009; Dunst & Bruder, 2014). 
Specifically, Ross & Bruce (2007) found that professional development (PD) significantly 
improved teacher self-efficacy in classroom management. The focus of their PD was to improve 
teacher success by teaching the educators to assess their own strategies and observe their 
effectiveness. This PD also targeted their abilities to handle student disruptions and redirect their 
efforts toward class work. The teachers improved their management skills by modeling, 
reflecting, and engaging their students in their work, along with applying the information they 
learned in the PD about inclusion. With emphasis on student construction of knowledge, this PD 
model also reshaped how teachers perceived student and teacher success. The PD also required 
that the participating teachers share their successful inclusion techniques in a group setting to 
improve other teachers’ strategies for inclusion.  
Further research has found that a comprehensive design of undergraduate coursework on 
inclusion would be most beneficial to its success. Lancaster and Bain (2010) found that 
applicable experiences, such as student teaching, are valuable to inclusion but alone cannot 
produce effective inclusion. Along with application there must also be a theoretical 
understanding of what is required for inclusion to be effective. For example, understanding 
different disabilities and the learning strategies that come with those challenges is essential. They 
discussed the importance of extensive feedback from professors on lesson plans that emphasize 
individualized instruction and integration of subject areas. In conclusion, they found that a more 




(Lancaster & Bain, 2010), which as previous research has established covaries with the success 
of inclusion. This covariation is also applicable to teacher attitudes and effective inclusive 
classrooms.  
Research has shown there is a relationship between a teacher’s preparedness and his/her 
attitude toward teaching in an inclusive classroom. Within this research, it has been found that 
teachers’ attitudes toward teaching individualized instruction stems from their student teaching 
and practicum experiences as well as their theoretical knowledge base (Conderman & Johnston-
Rodriguez, 2009; Jordan, Schwartz, & McGhie-Richmond, 2009). Practical, positive experiences 
are essential for a teacher’s success in the classroom; having these types of experiences with 
children with disabilities are vital in order for a teacher to reach these students academically and 
socially (Burke & Sutherland, 2004). Building a strong foundation for a preservice teacher’s 
positive attitude toward teaching children with disabilities shapes their future practice of 
inclusion and ultimately their ability to implement effective models of teaching (Niemeyer & 
Proctor, 2002).  
Conderman and Johnston-Rodriguez (2009) observed that inservice teachers express the 
need for continued PD to improve their individualized instruction strategies and implementation 
of IEP requirements. These same teachers felt ill prepared for applying appropriate 
accommodations (providing additional resources for children with disabilities) to access the 
materials and modifications (providing modified or alternative lessons for students with 
disabilities), along with curriculum assessments for students with disabilities. All of these factors 
conclusively point toward the importance of preparation strategies and how they can affect the 




Previous research conducted by Sunradi, Maryadi, and Sugini (2014) provided encouraging 
results of a two-day PD program. They found that their PD program significantly improved 
teacher attitudes, knowledge, and competence for working in an inclusive classroom setting. This 
particular PD gave the teachers an informational handout before the course as a reading 
assignment. Once the course took place, they utilized hands-on activities and group assignments 
to reinforce the information learned. This demonstration of the effectiveness of PD for teachers 
has important implications for the current study, as the premise is to implement a PD for 
preservice educators targeted on inclusive classrooms. 
Further, PD is vital to a teacher’s attitude and execution of individualized teaching in 
inclusive classrooms. This PD must provide experiences that expose the preservice teacher to 
different models of teaching and develop positive attitudes towards inclusion. First and foremost, 
effective PD provides a teacher the opportunity to explore his/her own views of inclusion and 
confront the potential biases of such attitudes (Sunradi et al., 2014). Defining who is responsible 
for educating children with disabilities is imperative, as research has found that general 
education teachers tend to believe the special education teacher is the primary educator for 
students with disabilities. However, this is not an effective method of inclusion, as research has 
shown collaboration among the IEP team is essential to the success of inclusion (Jordan, 
Schwartz & McGhie-Richmond, 2009). Each member of the IEP team has an expertise that is 
required in order to provide the child with best opportunities. This includes the parents as well, 
as they are a vital part of the IEP meetings (Horn & Kang, 2012). 
Another contributor to the student’s academic needs is the paraprofessional, typically a non-
degreed person hired by the public school system to assist the student with disabilities in daily 




and educating, students with disabilities, yet they receive minimal formal training (Downing, 
Ryndak, & Clark, 2000). Currently, according to the Oklahoma State Department of Education, a 
paraprofessional must have a high school diploma (or GED), and an associate’s degree, or two 
years of higher education, or pass the Oklahoma General Education Test (OGET), or pass the 
Praxis Paraprofessional Assessment Test. Note the state does not specify what the degree or 
coursework must be in (e.g., related to education or not). It is important that the student develop 
close relationships with the teacher and the paraprofessional in order learn most effectively; 
however, it should be noted that students with greatest amount of need should receive the 
greatest amount of attention from paraprofessionals with greatest amount of resources or 
experience. Paraprofessionals are an important member of the team surrounding the child with 
disabilities, but it is not their duty to carry all of the responsibility of educating the student 
(Conderman & Johnston-Rodriguez, 2009; Downing et al., 2000). Further, Brock and Carter 
(2013) found that paraprofessionals who provide additional instructional support to the teacher 
help improve the student’s academic and social outcomes. However, it must be a team effort and 
expectations should be made clear between the general education teacher and the 
paraprofessional. To improve upon the discrepancies in teacher expectations and effective 
inclusion, strategies for implementation must be discussed. 
Utilizing the Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices (TEIP) scale, Sharma, Loreman, and 
Forlin (2012) found three common skills associated with effective strategies of inclusion. Those 
three skills were: individualized instruction, classroom management, and collaborative skills for 
working with parents and allied health professionals (including paraprofessionals). These 
findings support previous research and reiterate the importance of these skills for effective 




emphasize the significance of these particular skills for inclusion (Stafford & Green, 1996). The 
researchers also found that these skills were best practiced if they were included in the teacher’s 
educational background. 
With such a wide range of research revealing the importance of high self-efficacy and 
teacher attitudes, which are developed during their training, it is no question that more effort 
should be placed on professional development of future educators. During these professional 
development courses, teachers will begin to develop positive attitudes towards inclusion and 
become competent in the appropriate practices surrounding inclusion. This thesis served that 
purpose by implementing a one-time PD workshop that uses empirical research, hands-on 
activities, and small group work in an attempt to improve preservice teachers’ understanding of 
effective inclusion. The model used strategies already taught to the preservice educators in their 
corresponding studies; however, the students learned to apply the strategies in an inclusive 
setting. This thesis explored the effects of the PD short-course on the preservice educators’ self-
efficacy and attitudes about inclusion, and how they vary between cohorts. 
Research Questions  
A short professional development workshop focusing on inclusive classroom practices was 
conducted through the Early Childhood Education undergraduate program at a university in the 
Midwest.  This program uses a cohort model that consists of four blocks; Block 1 being the first 
semester in the education program, and Block 4 being the final student-teaching semester. This 
professional development included a pre and post survey of the preservice teachers’ attitudes 
about, and self-efficacy towards, teaching in an inclusive classroom. Two, two-part research 




implications for preservice teachers’ future inclusive practices, as research has shown that 
attitudes and self-efficacy shape a teacher’s implementation of inclusion. 
The first two-part research question is related to preservice teachers’ self-efficacy 
towards inclusion and consists of the following questions: a) Does professional development 
impact preservice teachers’ self-efficacy towards inclusion?; and b) Does preservice teachers’ 
self-efficacy towards inclusion vary by cohort?   
The second two-part research question is related to preservice teachers’ attitudes about 
inclusion and consists of the following questions: a) Does professional development impact 
preservice teachers’ attitudes about inclusion?; and b) Do preservice teachers’ attitudes about 









 The purpose of this study was to determine if an intentionally-designed preservice 
professional development training would impact preservice teachers’ attitudes about inclusion 
and their ability to teach (self-efficacy). Additionally, differences among preservice teacher 
cohorts on the aforementioned variables, attitudes and self-efficacy, were explored.  
Participants 
 The participants in this study were preservice teachers enrolled in an undergraduate ECE 
program at a Midwestern University during the fall 2015 semester. Once IRB approval was 
obtained, convenience sampling was used to recruit students in this program by their instructors’ 
agreement to participate in the study. The program is divided into four “Blocks,” with “Block I” 
being the first semester in the professional education program, and each subsequent semester 
after that is another “Block” in the program. Each “Block” contains extensive theoretical 
education on effective early childhood practices along with applicable in-field practicums in 
rural, suburban, and urban classroom settings with young children ranging in ages from birth to 
third grade. The final semester, “Block IV,” is the student teaching semester wherein the 
undergraduate students are placed into a school full-time to teach alongside an inservice 





Preservice Teacher Demographic Information (N=42) 
 
Descriptor 
    
    n (%) 
 
Current Field Placement 
     Urban 11 (26.2%) 
     Suburban 22 (52.4%) 
     Rural   9 (21.4%) 
  
Block  
      Block 1   7 (16.7%) 
      Block 2   8 (19.0%) 
      Block 3 19 (45.2%) 
      Block 4   8 (19.0%) 
  
Average Class Size  
     1-10 Students   6 (14.3%) 
     11-20 Students 16 (38.1%) 
     21-30 Students 20 (47.6%) 
  
Racial/Ethnic Background  
     African American   1   (2.4%) 
     Native American   5 (11.9%) 
     Hispanic   1   (2.4%) 
     White 35 (83.3%) 
  
Gender  
     Male   0     (0%) 
     Female 42 (100%) 
  
Age  
     18-23 years 40 (95.2%) 







Table 1 Continued 




     n (%) 
 
Total number of children with disabilities knowingly observed  
     0 Students   3   (7.1%) 
     1 Student   2   (4.8%) 
     2-3 Students 13 (31.0%) 
     4-5 Students   6 (14.3%) 
     More than 5 students 18 (42.9%) 
  
Observed disabilities  
     Learning differences 31 (73.8%) 
     Behavioral differences 26 (61.9%) 
     Health or physical differences 13 (31.0%) 
     None of these   2   (4.8%) 
  
Family members with a disability  
     Yes 14 (33.3%) 
      No 27 (64.3%) 
  
Significant interactions with a person with a disability  
     Yes 24 (57.1%) 
     No 18 (42.9%) 
  
Level of training educating students with disabilities  
     None (0 credit hours)   3   (7.1%) 
     Limited (<9 credit hours) 38 (90.5%) 
     Considerable (9-39 credit hours)   1   (2.4%) 
  
Knowledge of local legislation or policy about disabilities  
     None   2   (4.8%) 
     Limited 25 (59.5%) 
     Average 13 (31.0%) 
     Good   2   (4.8%) 
  
Level of confidence in ability to teach children with disabilities  
     Very low  3    (7.1%) 
     Low 11 (26.2%) 
     Average 24 (57.1%) 




total of 42 participants; all were enrolled in the fall 2015 semester. The completed demographic 
information can be found in Table 1.  
All of the participants in this study were female. The majority of the participants were 18-
23 years old (95.2%), the majority were White (83.3%). In the above table, the “Average Class 
Size” refers to the average class size that the participants have observed in their field 
experiences. The participants in this study have observed a variety of different class sizes, with 
the majority observing 21-30 students (47.6%). The participants vary in their current field 
placement; 26.2% are in an urban setting, 52.4% in suburban, and 21.4% in rural placements. 
The majority of the participants were enrolled in Block 3 (45.2%); this class size is much larger 
in comparison to the other three Blocks. 
As for experience with students with disabilities, many of the participants had knowingly 
observed more than five children with disabilities (42.9%). Of the different types of disabilities 
observed, 73.8% had worked with children with learning differences. Over 33 of the participants 
have a family member with a disability and 57.1% have had significant interactions with a 
person with a disability. Almost all of the participants had less than nine credit hours of training 
for educating students with disabilities (90.5%); this is not surprising, as at least two courses 
(one related to special education and one related to developmental disabilities) are required in 
their degree plan. However, 59.5% of students felt they had limited knowledge of local 
legislation or policy as it pertains to children with disabilities. Even with most feeling they had 
limited knowledge on legislation, the majority felt they had average confidence in their ability to 
teach children with disabilities (57.1%). However, many preservice teachers reported they had 






 Once IRB approval was obtained (see Appendix A), the researcher and the instructors of 
the ECE program coordinated a date and time to implement the PD short course. On the agreed 
upon day, the researcher began with an introduction of herself and the purpose of the study from 
a script that was approved by IRB (see Appendix B). After the introduction, the researcher 
provided the participant information sheet (see Appendix C) with a brief description of the 
questionnaires used. The participants were given the opportunity to leave the room if they did not 
wish to participate. Next, the researcher handed out the two brief scales to determine each 
preservice teacher’s self-efficacy and attitude toward inclusion (see Appendix D). Once the 
surveys were completed, the researcher collected the surveys and placed them securely in an 
envelope. The researcher then began a one hour and thirty minute hands-on presentation about 
appropriate inclusive practices in ECE. Once the presentation was completed, the participants 
were then given the same surveys to determine if there was any change over the course of the 
presentation. These surveys were also placed in a secured envelope and then taken to a locked 
filing cabinet where they were kept for data entry and analysis.  
 This research does contain a treatment, the presentation, and therefore is considered a 
quasi-experimental design. However, the grouping of the cohorts was the above-mentioned 
“Blocks,” as this is important in determination of the differences in attitudes and efficacy across 
cohorts. The questionnaires and data were organized carefully by Block and by pre and post- 
test; the questionnaires were labeled numerically beginning with 101 and ending with 142 to 
protect the participants anonymity.  
 Presentation description. The presentation was one hour and thirty minutes in length, 




with practical knowledge of appropriate inclusive practices (see Appendix E). The presentation 
began with reflective activities to evoke internal understandings of disabilities and how it can 
affect families and students. The presentation then covered the extensive empirical research that 
supports inclusion and how to conduct it effectively. Utilizing the Universal Design for Learning 
(UDL) as the primary example of an effective approach to inclusion, the participants were given 
several examples of how to use these strategies in their future classrooms. The researcher also 
utilized the participants’ previous coursework to assist in applying their previous knowledge 
toward effective inclusion. The purpose of the presentation was to give preservice educators 
practical knowledge of inclusion and demonstrate how it can be executed in the classroom. 
Throughout the undergraduate program, each Block’s knowledge of child development and 
developmentally appropriate practice expands; thus, each Block received a professional 
development that reflected their position in the program. However, the presentation was designed 
to be beneficial to each Block. The focus of each professional development may have shifted 
slightly from one Block to the next. For example, Block 2 had many questions concerning 
different disabilities and the policies in place; much of that professional development was spent 
discussing the responsibilities of the teacher. Generally, each Block becomes more practicum-
based; to compensate for this advancement, the professional development course was geared 
toward their current experiences, which provided an appropriate level of complexity for each 
Block. For example, some participants in Block 2 were scheduled to visit a Reggio Emilia 
approach school in a nearby city; consequently their professional development focused more on 
actively engaging students with disabilities with their peers and collaborating with colleagues to 
meet the child’s needs. This is because of the Reggio Emilia approach they will be observing 




(multiage). This led to this particular Block’s interest during the PD in engaging students with 
disabilities as opposed to teaching them directly. 
Measures 
 A demographic questionnaire captured the basic information about the students, 
including school placement, academic training in special education courses, Block number, 
number of classrooms observed, racial and ethnic background, gender, age and types of special 
education students observed in coursework. The following subsections describe the surveys that 
were used in this study. 
 Self-efficacy of inclusion. The scale Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices (TEIP), 
first used by Sharma et al. (2012), contains survey items based on general self-efficacy research 
performed by Chen, Gulley, and Eden (2001). It is also rooted in known teacher self-efficacy 
research and implementations of inclusive practices (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Hoy & Spero, 
2005; Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Sharma et al. (2012) found three core skill areas in 
their research that reflected effective inclusion practices: a) knowledge of content and pedagogy; 
b) managing classroom environment and behaviors; c) the ability to work collaboratively with 
parents and paraprofessionals. The original 35 item survey was geared to tap into the three core 
skill areas and contained a 5-point Likert-scale ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) 
Strongly Agree. However, after further research, many of the questions were thrown out, leaving 
an 18 item and 6-point Likert-scale survey. There are no neutral responses, as this gave the 
preservice teachers the opportunity to decide how they feel and respond accordingly. These items 
are all positively stated: “I am…,” “I am confident…,” and “I can…” No item focuses on a 
specific disability; rather, the focus is on the teachers’ ability to include all students by using 




or noisy;” another item states, “I can collaborate with other professionals (e.g., itinerant teachers 
or speech pathologist) in designing educational plans for students with disabilities.” 
 The validity of this measure was established by Sharma et al. (2012) by using experts in 
the field to validate the applicability of each item and its measurement of a construct. The overall 
reliability coefficient for the TEIP ranged from α=.84-.91 in various studies. This measure was 
included in the current study, both before and after the PD presentation, to determine if the 
independent variable, professional development, affected the dependent variable, self-efficacy, 
of preservice educators, and if this varied by cohort. However, it should be noted that one 
question was inadvertently omitted from the questionnaire used in this study. The eighteenth 
item, “I am able to provide an alternate explanation or example when students are confused” was 
the item omitted. Yet, even with this omission, Cronbach’s alpha for the measure was.90 at pre-
assessment and .94 at post-assessment.  
 Attitudes about inclusion. The Sentiments, Attitudes and Concerns about Inclusive 
Education Revised (SACIE-R; Forlin, Earle, Loreman, & Sharma, 2011) scale is a short, user 
friendly scale that assesses a preservice teacher’s sentiments, attitudes, and concerns toward 
inclusion. The three constructs of this scale are divided equally among 15 questions. The 
instrument development study found that sentiments impact the manner in which preservice 
teachers interact with students with disabilities and ultimately how they are treated in the 
classroom (Forlin et al., 2011).  The second construct of the SACIE-R, attitudes, which is one of 
the main constructs of this study, was found to be an indicator of inclusion success. The more 
positive a teacher’s attitude is toward inclusion, the better they perform (Forlin et al, 2011). 
Lastly, concerns toward inclusion have also been found to be an indicator of inclusion success. 




inclusion (Forlin et al, 2011). Forlin et al.’s (2011)15-question measure uses a 4 point Likert-
scale that ranges from. (1) Strongly Disagree to (4) Strongly Agree, with no neutral option. 
Cronbach’s alpha of α= .74 was reported (Forlin et al., 2011) 
In the current study, all 15 items from the SACIE-R were used to assess preservice 
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion. The items were scored to reflect higher scoring as positive 
dispositions toward inclusion, and lower scores were negative dispositions. The questions aimed 
to target the attitude of the participant and were scored as such; however, the other constructs 
were reversed scored. This survey were used to determine if there were differences in attitudes, a 
dependent variable, across cohorts, the independent variable, in the ECE program at the 
Midwestern University, as well as to explore changes in attitudes from pre to post. In the current 
study, this measure demonstrated reliability consistent with that reported by the authors of the 
measure (α=.74), with a Cronbach alpha of α=.84 at pre-assessment, and α=.78 at post 
assessment.  
Data Analyses 
Descriptive analyses including means, standard deviations, ranges, frequencies, and 
percentages, were conducted for all study variables using the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) software. The first research question pertains to preservice teachers’ self-
efficacy towards inclusion and contained two parts; the first part tapped into the relationship 
between professional development and its effects on self-efficacy; the second part tapped into 
differences in self-efficacy among preservice teachers as they progress through the program. The 
first question was: Does professional development affect preservice teachers’ self-efficacy 
towards inclusion? To test for differences from pre to post (i.e., before and after the professional 




paired-sample t-tests were conducted. To answer the second part of the two-part question, Does 
preservice teachers’ self-efficacy towards inclusion vary by cohort?, an ANOVA was conducted 
to determine if there were differences in pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy towards inclusion by 
cohort in the early childhood teacher education program (Block I vs. Block II vs. Block III vs. 
Block IV). A composite variable was created for the TEIP, representing a total score for all 17 
items. 
Recall that the second two-part research question included the question: Does 
professional development affect preservice teachers’ attitudes about inclusion? To test for 
differences from pre to post (i.e., before and after the professional development workshop) and 
thereby explore changes in teacher attitudes about inclusion, paired-samples t-tests were 
conducted. The second part of the two-part question was: Do preservice teachers’ attitudes about 
inclusion vary by cohort? An ANOVA was conducted to determine if there were differences in 
preservice teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion by cohort (Block 1 vs. Block II vs. Block III vs. 
Block IV). A composite variable was created for the SACIE-R using the 15 items and 
representing a total score for pre- and post-assessment comparison. It was hypothesized that the 








 The purpose of the present research was to determine if a professional development 
workshop was related to changes in pre-service teacher self-efficacy and attitudes towards 
inclusion. Additionally, this research sought to detect differences in self-efficacy and attitudes 
among the four cohorts of pre-service early childhood teachers involved. The following chapter 
will detail the findings. 
Preservice Teachers’ Self-Efficacy 
 The participants stated their level of agreement with the 17 positive statements on the 
TEIP by selecting (1) “Strongly Disagree,” (2) “Disagree,” (3) “Disagree Slightly,” (4) “Agree 
Slightly,” (5) “Agree,” or (6) “Strongly Agree”. The descriptive statistics for the TEIP can be 
found in Table 2 for the pre-assessment and in Table 3 for the post-assessment. The two tables 
show each Block’s mean total score, along with the total score mean for the entire sample. In the 
pre-assessment, Block 4 had the lowest mean with M=76.88, while the cohort with the highest 
mean was Block 3,M=85.16. The total sample mean was 82.50  
Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics for the TEIP post-assessment. The means are 




Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges for Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices at Pre 
Assessment (N=42) 
Sample Mean ±SD Range* 
Total Sample 82.50 8.09 61-100 
Block 1 83.29 3.81 76-88 
Block 2 84.13 7.25 74-97 
Block 3 85.16 9.81 61-100 
Block 4 76.88 6.35 64-84 
*1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 3=disagree slightly; 4=agree slightly; 5=agree; 6=strongly agree  
Table 3 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges for Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practices at Post 
Assessment (N=40) 
Sample Mean ±SD Range* 
Total Sample 86.68 9.16 62-102 
Block 1 89.71 8.09 82-102 
Block 2 86.88 11.33 66-100 
Block 3 86.88 9.77 62-101 
Block 4 83.38 6.56 73-95 
*1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 3=disagree slightly; 4=agree slightly; 5=agree; 6=strongly agree 
Table 4 
Paired Samples T-Tests of Changes in Preservice Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice from 
Pre-Assessment to Post-Assessment (N=40) 
                          Pre-Assessment            Post-Assessment 
 Mean ±SD Mean ±SD       t 





with the lowest mean was Block 4 again (M=83.38). The highest mean was Block 1, M=89.71. 
The total sample for the post-assessment has a mean of M=86.68.  
Changes in Preservice Teacher Self-Efficacy from Pre to Post 
 A paired samples t-test was conducted to examine changes in teacher self-efficacy toward 
teaching children with disabilities before and after the professional development. As shown in 
Table 4, the results indicated that self-efficacy for inclusive practices was significantly higher 
after the professional development than it was before the professional development , t(1,41) = -
5.075; p < .001. 
Comparison of Teacher Self-Efficacy by Block 
 A One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if there were 
significant differences in preservice teacher self-efficacy for inclusive practices by cohort. Two 
different ANOVAs were used, one for the pre-assessment and one for the post-assessment; 
Dunnett’s T3 was used to account for unequal cell sizes and assumed unequal variance. The 
ANOVA for the pre-assessment approached significance, p=.127 (see Table 5). Independent 
samples t-tests indicated that Block 4 reported significantly lower scores on the TEIP than Block 
3 (p<.05), Block 2 (p=.05) and Block 1 (p<.05). The ANOVA for the post-assessment was not 
significant, as seen in Table 6.  
Preservice Teachers’ Attitudes 
 The participants stated their level of agreement with the 15 statements on the SACIE-R 
by selecting (1) “Strongly Disagree,” (2) “Disagree,” (3) “Agree,” and (4) “Strongly Agree”. The 
highest score possible was 60, resulting in positive attitudes, sentiments, and concerns about 





One-way Analysis of Variance Summary of Preservice Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice 
at Pre-Assessment: Differences by Block  (N=41) 
Source df SS MS F 
Between groups 3 399.08 133.02 2.044 
Within groups 38 2473.70 65.09  
Total  41 2872.78   
 
Table 6 
One-way Analysis of Variance Summary of Preservice Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice 
at Post-Assessment: Differences by Block  (N=39) 
Source df SS MS F 
Between groups 3 152.83 50.94 .587 
Within groups 36 3132.94 86.77  
Total 39 3276.77   
 
Table 7 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges for Preservice Teacher Ratings of Sentiments, 
Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusion Education - Revised at Pre Assessment (N=38) 
Sample Mean ±SD Range* 
Total Sample 45.81 4.78 38-56 
Block 1 45.86 4.63 41-54 
Block 2 47.88 5.24 42-56 
Block 3 45.63 4.88 38-56 
Block 4 44.57 4.35 39-52 





Means, Standard Deviations, and Ranges for Preservice Teacher Ratings of Sentiments, 
Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusion Education - Revised at Post Assessment (N=40) 
Sample Mean ±SD Range* 
Total Sample 48.67 5.45 39-60 
Block 1  49.71 5.99 44-57 
Block 2 50.25 6.64 43-60 
Block 3 48.17 5.15 39-56 
Block 4 46.86 4.56 42-54 
*4=strongly disagree; 3=disagree; 2=agree; 1=strongly agree; except items 3, 6, 8, 12, and 15 were scored 1=SD to 4=SA  
pre-assessment and in Table 8 for the post-assessment. The two tables show each Block’s mean 
total scores, along with the total sample mean score. In the pre-assessment, Block 4 had the 
lowest mean, M=44.57 whereas Block 2 had the highest mean of M=47.88 the total score mean 
for the entire sample was 45.81. 
Table 8 shows the descriptive statistics for the post-assessment of the SACIE-R. The 
means, standard deviations, and ranges are all higher for the post-assessment in comparison to 
the pre-assessment. The lowest mean was scored by Block 4 once again (M=46.86). The highest 
mean score was found in Block 3, M=50.25. The entire sample had a total score mean of 
M=48.67.  
Changes in Preservice Teachers’ Attitudes from Pre to Post 
 A paired samples t-test was conducted to examine changes in teacher attitudes towards 
teaching children with disabilities before and after the professional development. As shown in 
Table 9, the results showed that participants rated their attitudes, sentiments, and concerns more 






Paired Samples T-Tests of Changes in Preservice Teacher Ratings of Sentiments, Attitudes, 
and Concerns about Inclusion Education from Pre- to Post-Assessment (N=36) 
                          Pre-Assessment            Post-Assessment 
 Mean ±SD Mean ±SD    t 
SACIE-R 
total 45.81 4.780 48.67 5.451 -3.80*** 
***p=.001 
Comparison of Teachers’ Attitudes by Block 
 ANOVAs were conducted to determine if there were significant differences by block in 
preservice teachers’ sentiments, attitudes, and concerns about inclusive education at pre-
assessment and post-assessment. Neither the pre- nor post-assessment ANOVAs, which 














One-way Analysis of Variance Summary of Preservice Teacher Ratings of Sentiments, 
Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusion Education at Pre-Assessment: Differences by Block  
(N=37) 
Source df SS MS F 
Between groups 3 44.69 14.89 .639 
Within groups 34 793.19 23.32  
Total 37 837.89   
 
Table 11 
One-way Analysis of Variance Summary of Preservice Teacher Ratings of Sentiments, 
Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusion Education at Post-Assessment: Differences by Block  
(N=39) 
Source df SS MS F 
Between groups 3 55.08 18.36 .600 
Within groups 36 1102.28 30.61  









 The purpose of the present research was to explore changes in pre-service teacher self-
efficacy and attitudes towards teaching in an inclusive classroom among individuals attending a 
professional development training focused on working with young children with developmental 
disabilities. Furthermore, differences in self-efficacy and attitudes among four cohorts of pre-
service early childhood teachers were examined. The previous chapter detailed the results of the 
research; this chapter will discuss these findings and their implications. 
Changes in Preservice Teacher Self-Efficacy from Pre to Post 
 The Teacher Efficacy of Inclusive Practices (TEIP; Sharma et al., 2012) scale 
demonstrated in the pre-assessment that the majority of the preservice teachers in this particular 
early childhood education program have relatively high self-efficacy toward inclusive practices. 
Specifically, Block 3 had the highest average self-efficacy, although not significantly different 
from the other blocks. This could be due to Block 3’s additional coursework and field experience 
in comparison to Blocks 1 and 2. It may seem surprising that Block 3 would score higher than 
Block 4; however, Block 4 circumstances are far different from those in other blocks. Block 4 
students were completing their student teaching internship during the time when the professional 
development workshop was held and data were gathered. As such, this “real-life” experience 
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could directly influence how prepared they feel for their future careers, which are on the horizon 
at the end of the semester, as indicated by their lower self-efficacy scores. In fact, Block 4 had 
the lowest mean self-efficacy score of all four cohorts. The stress of student teaching can often 
times cause an individual to question their choice in becoming a teacher or their undergraduate 
education that brought them to such a stressful situation. Even though there is limited research, 
Pigge and Marso (1987) found that over the course of the student teaching semester, the 
undergraduate students’ level of anxiety decreased by the end of the term. Additionally, their 
concerns for choosing education as a career were high at the beginning of the semester but fell 
back to normal levels toward the end of the semester. Considering the current study, these 
assessments were conducted in the beginning of their student teaching semester (roughly weeks 
five and six); Block 4’s low scores could simply have been a timing issue. This cohort scored 
low at the time of the assessments; however, by the end of the term they may feel more 
positively about inclusion and their future teaching practices. 
 As for the post-assessment, the pre-service teachers all indicated significantly higher self-
efficacy scores than in the pre-assessment before the professional development, as hypothesized. 
The higher mean scores for each Block suggests that the professional development helped these 
students feel more confident in their abilities to teach children with disabilities. Ross and Bruce 
(2007) found that teachers who have high self-efficacy produce higher student achievement than 
those with low self-efficacy. As further discussed in the same research, teachers with high self-
efficacy are more likely to implement effective classroom management techniques, tend to the 




program at the university in the current study produces preservice teachers who have high self-
efficacy as evidenced by their mean scores at the pre-assessment, these findings suggest that a 
professional development geared toward implementing appropriate inclusive practices helps 
improve these scores significantly, which can in turn affect their ability to meet the needs of 
children with disabilities.  
Comparison of Self-Efficacy by Block 
 No significant differences in self-efficacy emerged among the four different Blocks of 
preservice teachers.  Because all of the Blocks scored relatively high on the TEIP, it is perhaps 
not surprising that there are no significant differences. However, findings did reveal at pre-
assessment that differences between Block 4 and the other Blocks approached significance. After 
further analysis, it became apparent that Block 4 scored significantly lower than Blocks 1, 2, and 
3 on the pre-assessment. As previously discussed, this could be due to Block 4’s current 
enrollment in their student teaching semester, therefore influencing their views on inclusion. In 
comparison to the other Blocks, they may have an “idea” of how they will teach children with 
disabilities; however, Block 4 may currently be teaching children with disabilities and feel 
inadequate in comparison to their other cohorts. Lopes et al. (2012) found that those furthest 
removed from the inclusive classroom have particularly positive views on inclusion. A parallel to 
this finding is seen in the current study, as the Block 4 students are in close proximity to 
inclusion, with less positive views than the other cohorts who are more distal. As previously 




teach children with disabilities. If this were the case for these preservice teachers, then perhaps 
their scores are low because their cooperating teachers are not demonstrating high self-efficacy, 
in turn influencing how their student teachers feel toward inclusion.  
 As found by several researchers, a preservice educator’s experience with positive 
inclusive practices will influence him/her to implement these effective strategies in their own 
classroom as well as improve their self-efficacy toward inclusion (Newman-Thomas, 2014; 
Niemeyer & Proctor, 2002; Taylor & Ringlaben, 2012). It could be conjectured from the high 
mean scores found in Blocks 1, 2, and 3, that the preservice program at this university meets the 
requirements for positive experiences of inclusive education; however, the student teaching 
experience appears to lower their scores. The primary difference with the earlier Blocks as 
compared to Block 4 is the amount of time spent in the general education classroom and the 
decreased amount of time spent in the collegiate classroom. This difference of influence, as 
stated previously, could be the reason for their lower scores. 
Changes in Preservice Teacher Attitude from Pre to Post  
 The Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns, about Inclusive Education-Revised (SACIE-R; 
Forlin et al., 2011) scale revealed promising scores after the professional development as well. 
As hypothesized, all of the cohorts scored significantly higher on the SACIE-R for the post-
assessment in comparison to the pre-assessment. Interestingly, the Blocks who scored the highest 
on the SACIE-R in comparison to their TEIP scores are relatively the same. Specifically, Block 4 




to the amount of time Block 2 had recently spent in an inclusive classroom at the University. 
Before the undergraduate students enter the Block system they spend several hours a week in an 
on-site child development lab, where approximately 26% of children have developmental delays; 
additionally, extensive supports by various health, speech, and occupational specialists are 
offered in this setting. Students spend time at the same inclusive lab program throughout Block 1 
as well. Block 2 participants were also recently enrolled in a Special Education course, which 
could possibly influence their attitudes toward inclusion, influencing their self-efficacy. 
Lancaster and Bain (2010) stated that along with practicum experiences, undergraduate students 
also require a theoretical knowledge base and understanding of the various types of disabilities, 
policies, and individualized instructional approaches in order practice successful inclusion in 
their future careers. It is in the aforementioned special education course that these students are 
learning about the legalities, proper teaching techniques, and various disabilities they will most 
likely see and utilize in their teaching career. With these ideas being fresh in their minds for the 
professional development offered in the current study, it is perhaps not surprising that they have 
positive sentiments, attitudes, and concerns for working with children with disabilities. This is an 
ideal outcome for our future educators, as Bender, Vail and Scott (1995) found that negative 
teacher attitudes toward inclusion produce negative outcomes for the students. The positive 
attitudes found in the present research suggest that these teachers have the potential to be 
successful in implementing inclusion, according to previous research (Helm, 2006). 
 As found by Ross and Bruce (2007), professional development helped improve teachers’ 




ideas were used extensively in the professional development carried out in this research, 
resulting in similar increases from the pre- and post-assessments for both self-efficacy and 
attitudes toward inclusion.  
Comparison of Preservice Teachers’ Attitudes by Block 
 Similar to self-efficacy, students in the four cohorts did not differ significantly in their 
attitudes towards inclusion. Unlike self-efficacy, there were no groups that were even 
approaching significant differences in attitudes towards inclusion. This could suggest there is 
consistency in the teacher preparation program, promoting positive attitudes, sentiments, and 
concerns for teaching students with disabilities. The high mean scores overall not only suggest 
consistency, but positive effects of the program for these preservice educators. However, the 
significant improvement in attitudes from pre- to post-assessment during the professional 
development suggests that more time spent on appropriate inclusive practices may improve these 
attitudes even further.  
 Continuing this trend in positive development of preservice teacher attitudes toward 
inclusion will help these teachers with their future educational careers. As found in several 
research studies, preservice education has a great influence on a teacher’s ability to individualize 
instruction and their attitude in doing so (Conderman & Johnston-Rodriguez, 2009; Jordan et al.,, 
2009).  Niemeyer and Procter (2002) also found that building a strong theoretical foundation for 




strategies. These findings are rooted in the teacher’s positive attitude toward inclusion, which 
stems from his/her experiences and knowledge base found in their undergraduate studies. 
Limitations 
 There are a few limitations of this study, beginning with the cross-sectional design. The 
lack of significant differences among Blocks could be due to the cohorts not being assessed over 
time. If each group’s responses were assessed again at a later date, research might show 
differences in their self-efficacy or attitudes towards inclusion that evolve over time. Future 
research could bring to light such differences among the cohorts longitudinally, and whether or 
not the coursework and practicum experiences influence their self-efficacy and attitude towards 
inclusion. 
 Another notable limitation is the timing of the professional development workshop for 
the Block 4 group. These preservice teachers were in the midst of their final semester and 
undergoing the stress of student teaching. The professional development workshop in the current 
study was offered to the Block 4 students after a long day’s work, and in the middle of the week, 
wherein they also have many assignments to complete. These impending assignments plus the 
exhaustive nature of student teaching could have affected their scores on the self-efficacy and 
attitude scales. It was also noted by the researcher that this particular Block was not as engaged 
as the other Blocks. They exhibited little interest in the material and a few did not participate in 




 Importantly, the small sample size of this study is a limitation. Because of the small 
sample size, it is difficult to generalize the findings of this study. The undergraduate students 
involved in this study are all from the same university with instructors who share similar 
philosophies. These similarities will influence the preservice teachers’ own teaching 
philosophies and attitudes toward inclusion; these may not be consistent with other 
undergraduate programs, in turn limiting the generalizability of the findings. As well, the 
unequal cell sizes should be noted. It is difficult to meaningfully compare a group of eight to a 
group of twenty-one. Even though appropriate efforts were made to control for the unequal sizes 
and significant findings were still evident, this limitation should be kept in mind. 
 Additionally, the inconsistency in terminology should be addressed. Within the 
demographic questionnaire provided by the SACIE-R, the questions used terms such as 
“intellectual/developmental disability” and “disability” seemingly interchangeably. Within the 
context of this paper, disability has referred to the 13 categories of disability as defined by the 
IDEIA. This confusion, even though it may have been overlooked by the participants, is an 
important limitation as it could have affected how the participants responded to those various 
questions. The definition of “disability” as used in this research was not defined for the 
participants until the presentation began, which was after they responded to the first 
questionnaire. As for the question pertaining to types of disability observed, the question itself 
identifies somewhat vague types of disability “learning”, “behavioral”, “health/physical”, and 
“none of these”. The percentages shown in the descriptive findings may be misleading, as these 




with a disability but rather display characteristics of a disability. It should also be noted that even 
though a few participants marked “none of these,” they did not clarify what disabilities they 
observed, if any.  
Lastly, the missing item from the TEIP is a noteworthy limitation. The original measure 
was validated by Sharma et al. (2012) with eighteen items. However, because one item was 
inadvertently omitted from the questionnaire used in this study, the findings should be 
interpreted with caution. Importantly, the reliability of the 17-item measure in this study was 
tested and produced a reliable Cronbach’s alpha, as discussed in Chapter IV. However, leaving 
out a scale item could have altered the overall scores of the measure. The statement omitted read, 
“I am able to provide an alternate explanation or example when students are confused.” Even 
though this study did not analyze the participants’ responses to each question, this question 
would have been beneficial in understanding the participants’ ability to accommodate instruction 
in the classroom.  
Reflection 
 This study was a valuable experience in more ways than one. Not only did my research 
produce similar, positive findings as other professional development research (e.g., Ross & 
Bruce, 2007), I also discovered my strengths and weaknesses as a researcher and professional 
development presenter. The end result of this study showed that undergraduate students’ self-
efficacy and attitude toward inclusion were significantly higher after the professional 




the participants was uplifting. The goal of implementing professional development is to 
influence the participants in a positive way, in turn affecting the children these preservice 
teachers will ultimately teach. 
 Overall, I was very pleased with the implementation of the professional development 
workshop. However, there are a few changes that could be made for future application. There 
could have been more hands-on activities in the presentation. Initially, I thought narratives, a 
sticky-note activity, and a few videos would be enough break from lecture to keep the 
participants engaged; however, this proved to not be the case. Even though most of the Blocks 
participated and gave positive feedback, by the end of the presentation the participants seemed 
disengaged or less engaged than in the beginning. Surprisingly, Block 4 seemed the most 
disengaged for the entirety of the professional development. As discussed in the limitations, this 
could have been due to the scheduling of the presentation. To avoid this, in the future I will be 
sure to select a time that is more conducive to their involvement, possibly on a day they do not 
have to report to their site and are well-rested.  
 Changes that could be made to the presentation itself include spending more time on the 
Universal Design for Learning (UDL). Even though I had time review the basic principles of the 
philosophy, I would like more time to discuss the classroom application of the philosophy. A few 
of the anecdotal reflections from the participants indicated they wanted to see a model classroom 
using UDL appropriately. Also, certain Blocks seem to show more interest in different areas of 




surrounding inclusion and the different categories of disability. Now that I am aware of the 
different interests of each Block, future presentations will vary greatly by Block based on these 
interests. Even though I did vary the presentation slightly for each Block, I could have had more 
individualization among the Blocks. To do so, I could have had meetings with various professors 
beforehand about their perceived levels of the participants’ self-efficacy or attitudes on inclusion. 
These meetings would have included questions about the participants’ interest in different areas 
of teaching children with disabilities and what concerns they have about inclusion. This would 
have allowed me individualize my presentation to meet the needs of each Block more precisely. 
 Each time I presented, I felt more confident in my ability to convey the information 
effectively. However, the level of confidence depended on the level of participation of the 
students. The first presentation was given to a group of Block 4 students and their level of 
participation was minimal in comparison to the other Blocks. Even though I received positive 
feedback from the participants, I left the meeting feeling like I did not make a difference. 
However both Blocks 1 and 2 were very cooperative and I had more experience presenting by 
that point in time, which gave me great confidence in my ability to present. I left those meetings 
feeling much more effective. Also, the anecdotal feedback I received from those Blocks was 
much more constructive in comparison to Block 4. The Block 3 students actively participated in 
the presentation as well; however, this was my last presentation and I felt somewhat burned out 
from repeating similar information four times previously. Again, this could have been avoided if 




 In summary, I thoroughly enjoyed the learning experience of creating and implementing 
a professional development workshop. I also enjoyed learning more about the research behind 
successful inclusion and the impact undergraduate studies have on future teachers. From the 
results of this study and the anecdotal feedback provided by the participants, this research was 
time and effort well spent by all involved. 
Future Directions and Implications 
 Future studies should possibly remove the professional development and simply study the 
effects of the undergraduate program curriculum on students’ efficacy and attitudes towards 
inclusion longitudinally. This research could demonstrate the true differences between cohorts as 
they progress throughout the program. Likewise, it would be interesting to see if these same 
cohorts score similarly on these same measures a year or two from now, comparing these scores 
to the current pre- and post-assessments. This could reveal in part whether or not the material in 
this particular professional development stood the test of time. In order to truly understand the 
impact of the professional development on preservice teachers’ efficacy and attitudes, qualitative 
data would need to be a part of the research. This qualitative research might include interview 
questions that pertain to the valuable aspects of their undergraduate program and what was 
perceived as not beneficial to the undergraduate program. Specifically, what and how much 
practicum experience would have had greater impacts on their ability to implement effective 




understand how their post-graduate students’ classrooms operate by visiting their classrooms to 
observe practices.   
 Continuing with the idea of longitudinal research, a study that follows undergraduate 
students a year or two into their professional teaching careers could reveal any undergraduate 
coursework they wish they could have received or what courses benefited the students most. 
However, this research would still not be generalizable to many other undergraduate programs, 
but could become a model for successful academic programs in the future. 
Additionally, future studies could analyze attachment theory and inclusion/special 
education. There is limited research on the bonds of teacher-child relationships and the outcomes 
for children with disabilities. As the research in Chapter II and III discuss, these bonds are 
important to child engagement in the classroom and ultimately children’s academic success; 
however, studying these bonds can be very difficult and is time consuming (Sabol & Pianta, 
2012). As the attachment literature was reviewed for the present study, few empirical articles 
were found that explored teacher-child bonds for students with disabilities. There is much 
research on teacher-child bonds and behavior outcomes, but it focuses heavily on children 
without disabilities. Forlin et al. (2011) found that teachers’ concerns for students with 
disabilities could be an indicator of successful inclusion (along with attitudes and sentiments); 
this is one of the few links between teacher-bonds and inclusion success found in the literature, 




The implications of the present research begin with professional development and its impact 
on undergraduate students’ conceptions of inclusion. Professional development has been found 
to be influential in a study conducted by Ross and Bruce (2007). Several studies have found that 
practical background knowledge and discussion help improve teachers’ self-efficacy and 
attitudes toward inclusion (Conderman & Johnston-Rodriguez, 2009; Jordan et al., 2009). 
Because the professional development used in the present study was linked to increases in 
participants’ self-efficacy and attitudes towards inclusion, there are some expansions that could 
be made to improve it. For example, more hands-on activities for the Universal Design for 
Learning (UDL) could be implemented. In order for the information to be consistent and the 
emphasis on self-empowerment to remain a strong focus, the professional development should 
be expanded to a two-day session. The length of time could remain the same (i.e., 90 minutes), as 
this was practical for the undergraduate students. The first day could focus on the research 
supporting inclusion, reflection on one’s own biases toward inclusion, narratives of families of 
children with disabilities, and some self-reflection of teacher responsibilities for students with 
disabilities. The second day could focus entirely on accommodations, modifications, and UDL; 
the students noted in their anecdotal reflections that this would be beneficial. This professional 
development model could also be used for inservice teachers as well; however, the presentation 





  Legislation mandates that all children deserve free and appropriate education (FAPE) 
through the least-restrictive environment (LRE), which is typically the general education 
classroom. With such mandates, the value of inclusion has never been more important. Research 
has identified in part what makes inclusion successful, with high teacher self-efficacy and 
positive attitudes being two of many constructs (Hammond & Ingalls, 2003; Newman-Thomas, 
2014). This study shed light on the potential impact professional development can have on these 
two important constructs.  
 Future research can determine how to increase the levels of self-efficacy and positive 
attitudes in preservice teachers while they are completing their teacher preparation program. This 
will help provide future educators with the tools necessary to implement effective inclusion. 
Appropriate and successful inclusion will not only help students with disabilities, but also those 
without (Litvack, Ritchie, & Shore, 2011), hopefully, creating a more diverse and accepting 
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(completed at pre-assessment only) 
 
Please circle the most appropriate answer to each question. 
 
A. Which of the following best describes the location of your current field placement school? 
 
1.  Urban     
2.  Suburban   
3.  Rural  
 
B. Which of the following best identifies your teaching assignment for this year?  
 
  1.    Block 1 – first semester in professional education 
2.    Block 2 – second semester in professional education 
3.    Block 3 – third semester in professional education 
4.    Block 4 – fourth semester in professional education 
  
C. Which answer below best describes the average class size you have observed?  
 
1.  1-10 Students   
2.  11-20 Students 
3.  21-30 Students  
4.  31-40 Students 
5.  More than 40 Students  
 
 





1.  Asian American 
2.  African American 
3.  Native American 
4.  Hispanic 
5.  White 
6.  Other: ___________________ 
 
E. Select the total number of children with intellectual and/or developmental disabilities that 
you have knowingly observed in your field placements: 
 
0.  0 Students    
1.  1 Student    
2.  2-3 Students  
3.  4-5 Students 
4.  More than 5 students  
 
F.  Select the number(s) that best describes the delay/disability most closely associated with 
children included in your field experiences. 
 
1. Learning differences    
2.  Behavioral differences  
3.  Health or physical differences  
4.  None of these. 





G.   Circle the statement that best describes you.  
1.  I do not have family member with an intellectual and/or developmental disability.  
2.  I do have a family member with an intellectual and/or developmental disability. 
 
H.  I am:  1. Male  2.  Female  
 
 
J.    What is your age? 
 
1.     Younger than 18 years  
2.    18-23 years 
3.     24-29 years   
4.    30 years or older 
 
K.   I have had significant/considerable interactions with a person with a disability: 
 
1.     Yes    




L.  I have had the following level of training on educating students with disabilities: 
1.   None (0 credit hours)   
2.   Some (<9 credit hours) 
3.   Considerable (9-39 credit hours)  
4.   High (>40 credit hours) 
  
M.   My knowledge of the local legislation or policy as it pertains to children with disabilities is: 
 
 1.   None  
 2.  Limited   
 3.   Average  
 4.   Good   
 5.   Very Good 
 
M. My level of confidence in teaching students with disabilities is: 
 
 1.   Very low  
 2.   Low   
 3.   Average   
 4.   High   





The Sentiments, Attitudes, and Concerns about Inclusion Education Scale Revised 
(SACIE-R; Forlin, Earle, Loreman, & Sharma, 2011) 
 
The following statements pertain to inclusive education which involves students from a 
wide range of diverse backgrounds and abilities learning with their peers in regular schools 
that adapt and change the way they work in order to meet the needs of all. 
 
Please circle the response that best applies to you. 
SD D A SA 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 
 
1 I am concerned that students with disabilities will not 
be accepted by the rest of the class. 
SD       D       A       SA 
2 I dread the thought that I could eventually end up with a 
disability. 
SD       D       A       SA 
3 Students who have difficulty expressing their thoughts 
verbally should be in regular classes. 
SD       D       A       SA 
4 I am concerned that it will be difficult to give 
appropriate attention to all students in an inclusive 
classroom. 
SD       D       A       SA 
5 I tend to make contacts with people with disabilities 
brief and I finish them as quickly as possible. 
SD       D       A       SA 
6 Students who are inattentive should be in regular 
classes. 
SD       D       A       SA 
7 I am concerned that my workload will increase if I have 
students with disabilities in my class. 
SD       D       A       SA 
8 Students who require communicative technologies 
(e.g., Braille/sign language) should be in regular 
classes. 
SD       D       A       SA 
9 I would feel terrible if I had a disability. SD       D       A       SA 
10 I am concerned that I will be more stressed if I have 
students with disabilities in my class. 




11 I am afraid to look directly at a person with a disability. SD       D       A       SA 
12 Students who frequently fail exams should be in regular 
classes. 
SD       D       A       SA 
13 I find it difficult to overcome my initial shock when 
meeting people with severe physical disabilities. 
SD       D       A       SA 
14 I am concerned that I do not have the knowledge and 
skills required to teach students with disabilities. 
SD       D       A       SA 
15 Students who need an individualized academic program 
should be in regular classes. 
























Teacher Efficacy for Inclusive Practice Scale 
(TEIP; Sharma, Loreman, & Forlin, 2012) 
 
Please circle the number that best represents your opinion about each of the statements. Please 











1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
1 I can make my expectations clear about 
student behavior. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
2 I am able to calm a student who is 
disruptive or noisy. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
3 I can make parents feel comfortable 
coming to school. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
4 I can assist families in helping their 
children do well in school. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
5 I can accurately gauge student 
comprehension of what I have taught. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
6 I can provide appropriate challenges for 
very capable students. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
7 I am confident in my ability to prevent 
disruptive behavior in the classroom 
before it occurs. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
8 I can control disruptive behavior in the 
classroom. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
9 I am confident in my ability to get 
parents involved in school activities of 
their children with disabilities. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
10 I am confident in designing learning 
tasks so that the individual needs of 
students with disabilities are 
accommodated. 




11 I am able to get children to follow 
classroom rules. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
12 I can collaborate with other professionals 
(e.g., itinerant teachers, or speech 
pathologists) in designing educational 
plans for students with disabilities. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
13 I am able to work jointly with other 
professionals and staff (e.g., aides, other 
teachers) to teach students with 
disabilities in the classroom. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
14 I am confident in my ability to get 
students to work together in pairs or in 
small groups. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
15 I can use a variety of assessment 
strategies (e.g., portfolio assessment, 
modified tests, performance-based 
assessment, etc.) 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
16 I am confident in informing others who 
know little about laws and policies 
relating to the inclusion of students with 
disabilities. 
1          2          3          4         5          6 
17 I am confident when dealing with 
students who are physically aggressive. 
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